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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 7(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 04 March 2009 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 04 March 2009 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. While Examiner agrees with Applicant that the present amendments to claim 1 do overcome 
Mu rata (US-6,1 1 1,659), additional prior art has been discovered which does fully teach the present 
claims. Accordingly, new prior art rejections are set forth below 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 19 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 19 recites the "instruction 
data of claim 1" although claim 1 recites a data processing device. Thus, claim 19 should be amended to 
appropriately refer back to claim 1, from which it depends. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the in\ ention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1, 6, 7 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Margalit 

(US-6,763,399). 

Regarding claim 1: Margalit discloses a data processing device (figure 1(10) of Margalit) 
having one or more functions (column 2, lines 37-44 of Margalit), the device comprising: a storing unit 
(figure 1(50-70) of Margalit) that stores various types of data (column 2, lines 40-43 of Margalit); a 
function implementing unit (figure 1(30) and column 3, lines 5-1 1 of Margalit); and an interface (figure 1 
(40) of Margalit) that is structured to be connected to both an external personal computer (figure 1(20) 
and column 2, lines 56-59 of Margalit) and the function implementing unit (column 2, lines 56-63 of 
Margalit), the function implementing unit accessing to the storing unit to read and write various types of 
data via the interface, and the interface allowing the external personal computer to access the storing unit 
to read and write the various types of data when the external personal computer is connected to the 
interface (column 3, lines 6-14 of Margalit - both function implementing unit and external computer read 
and write information between each other), the storing unit being capable of being recognized, by the 
external personal computer, as an external storage device (column 2, lines 34-36 and lines 56-62 of 
Margalit - USB connected devices generally seen as external device by the computer to which they are 
connected), wherein the function implementing unit that, when instruction data is stored in the storing 
unit via the interface by the external personal computer, reads the instruction data and executes a process 
to implement one of the one or more functions that is indicated by the read instruction data (column 2, 
line 63 to column 3, line 1 1 of Margalit). 

Regarding claim 6: Margalit discloses expressly that when notification instruction data for 
requesting a notification of settings related to one of the one or more functions is stored in the storing 
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unit, the function implementing unit stores content notification data in the storing unit indicating settings 
related to a function for which the notification instruction data requests notification (column 2, line 66 to 
column 3, line 3 of Margalit - user data is stored along with the necessary protocol information, thus 
storing the needed notification data that indicates the settings related to the requested user data storage 
junctions). 

Regarding claim 7: Margalit discloses that when the modification instruction data for requesting 
an update of settings related to one of the one or more functions is stored in the storing unit, the function 
implementing unit updates settings for a function instructed to be updated by the modification instruction 
data (column 2, line 66 to column 3, line 3 of Margalit - latest version of user data is stored along with 
the necessary protocol information, thus storing the needed notification data that indicates the settings 
related to the requested user data storage functions). 

Regarding claim 19: Margalit discloses that the storing unit includes a random access memory 
(figure 1(60) and column 3, lines 7-1 1 of Margalit). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2, 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Margalit (US-6,763,399) in view of Yoneta (US-6,359,699 Bl). 

Regarding claim 2: Margalit does not disclose expressly an instruction data deletion 
commanding unit that deletes the instruction data from the storing unit after the function implementing 
unit implements a function indicated by the instruction data. 
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Yoneta discloses an instruction data deletion commanding unit that deletes the instruction data 
from the storing unit after the function implementing unit implements a function indicated by the 
instruction data (figure 8(S8-15) and column 8, lines 20-25 of Yoneta). 

Margalit and Yoneta are combinable because they are from similar problem solving areas, namely 
how to best manage information used in executing various processes, wherein said information is stored 
in separate memory devices. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to optionally delete instruction data after the insfruction data is used to implement 
particular functions, as taught by Yoneta. The motivation for doing so would have been to keep certain 
information secure by allowing the information to be used only when specifically needed. A further 
motivation for doing so would have been to allow an end user to use the information only to the extent 
that the end user has paid for access to the information. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Yoneta with Margalit to obtain the invention as specified in claim 2. 

Regarding claim 17: Margalit discloses expressly that when notification instruction data for 
requesting a notification of settings related to one of the one or more functions is stored in the storing 
unit, the function implementing unit stores content notification data in the storing unit indicating settings 
related to a function for which the notification instruction data requests notification (column 2, line 66 to 
column 3, line 3 of Margalit - user data is stored along with the necessary protocol information, thus 
storing the needed notification data that indicates the settings related to the requested user data storage 
functions). 

Regarding claim 18: Margalit discloses that when the modification instruction data for 
requesting an update of settings related to one of the one or more functions is stored in the storing unit, 
the function implementing unit updates settings for a function instructed to be updated by the 
modification instruction data (column 2, line 66 to column 3, line 3 of Margalit - latest version of user 
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data is stored along with the necessary protocol information, thus storing the needed notification data 
that indicates the settings related to the requested user data storage functions). 

7. Claims 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Margalit (US- 
6,763,399) in view of Murata (US-6,1 11,659). 

Regarding claim 3: Margalit does not disclose expressly a reading unit that implements a 
scanner function to read a prescribed image as image data, wherein the function implementing unit 
instructs the reading unit to read an image as image data when read instruction data for instructing that an 
image be read using the scanner function is stored in the storing unit. 

Murata discloses a reading unit that implements a scanner function to read a prescribed image as 
image data, wherein the function implementing unit instructs the reading unit to read an image as image 
data when read instruction data for instructing that an image be read using the scanner function is stored 
in the storing unit (column 6, lines 54-58 of Murata). 

Margalit and Murata are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely 
data acquisition and storage between separate devices connected through an interface. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply the general USB key 
device taught by Margalit in the specific context of the digital image scanner taught by Murata. The 
suggestion for doing so would have been that both devices are data acquisition devices with their own 
internal processors which operate under the control of external computer instructions delivered over an 
interface. The specific implementation in a scanner environment is simply one of the many possible ways 
the USB key technology taught by Margalit can be applied. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
combine Murata with Margalit to obtain the invention as specified in claim 3. 
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Further regarding claim 4: Murata discloses that the function implementing unit instructs the 
reading unit to read the image and produce the image data representing the image and thereafter stores the 
image data read by the reading unit in the storing unit (column 6, lines 54-58 of Murata). 

Regarding claim 5: Margalit does not disclose expressly a printing unit that implements a 
printer function to print an image on a printing medium based on image data, wherein the function 
implementing unit instructs the printing unit to print an image based on the image data when print 
instruction data indicating that an image be printed with the printer function and the image data are stored 
in the storing unit. 

Murata discloses a printing unit that implements a printer function to print an image on a printing 
medium based on image data, wherein the function implementing unit instructs the printing unit to print 
an image based on the image data when print instruction data indicating that an image be printed with the 
printer function and the image data are stored in the storing unit (column 6, lines 40-46 of Murata). 

Margalit and Murata are combinable because they are from the same field of endeavor, namely 
data acquisition and storage between separate devices connected through an interface. At the time of the 
invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply the general USB key 
device taught by Margalit in the specific context of the digital image data acquisition and printing taught 
by Murata. The suggestion for doing so would have been that both devices are data acquisition devices 
with their own internal processors which operate under the control of external computer instructions 
delivered over an interface. The specific implementation in a scanning and printing environment is 
simply one of the many possible ways the USB key technology taught by Margalit can be applied. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Murata with Margalit to obtain the invention as 
specified in claim 5. 
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7. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Margalit 
(US-6,763,399) in view of Yoneta (US-6,359,699 Bl) and Murata (US-6,1H,659). 

Regarding claim 15: Margalit in view of Yoneta does not disclose expressly a reading unit that 
implements a scanner function to read a prescribed image as image data, wherein the function 
implementing unit instructs the reading unit to read an image as image data when read instruction data for 
instructing that an image be read using the scanner function is stored in the storing unit. 

Murata discloses a reading unit that implements a scanner function to read a prescribed image as 
image data, wherein the function implementing unit instructs the reading unit to read an image as image 
data when read instruction data for instructing that an image be read using the scanner function is stored 
in the storing unit (column 6, lines 54-58 of Murata). 

Margalit in view of Yoneta is combinable with Murata because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely data acquisition and storage between separate devices connected through an interface. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply the 
general USB key device taught by Margalit in the specific context of the digital image scanner taught by 
Murata. The suggestion for doing so would have been that both devices are data acquisition devices with 
their own internal processors which operate under the control of external computer instructions delivered 
over an interface. The specific implementation in a seamier environment is simply one of the many 
possible ways the USB key technology taught by Margalit can be applied. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to combine Murata with Margalit in view of Yoneta to obtain the invention as specified in claim 
15. 

Regarding claim 16: Margalit in view of Yoneta does not disclose expressly a printing unit that 
implements a printer function to print an image on a printing medium based on image data, wherein the 
function implementing unit instructs the printing unit to print an image based on the image data when 
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print instruction data indicating that an image be printed with the printer function and the image data are 
stored in the storing unit. 

Murata discloses a printing unit that implements a printer function to print an image on a printing 
medium based on image data, wherein the function implementing unit instructs the printing unit to print 
an image based on the image data when print instruction data indicating that an image be printed with the 
printer function and the image data are stored in the storing unit (column 6, lines 40-46 of Murata). 

Margalit in view of Yoneta is combinable with Murata because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, namely data acquisition and storage between separate devices connected through an interface. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to apply the 
general USB key device taught by Margalit in the specific context of the digital image data acquisition 
and printing taught by Murata. The suggestion for doing so would have been that both devices are data 
acquisition devices with their own internal processors which operate under the control of external 
computer instructions delivered over an interface. The specific implementation in a scanning and printing 
environment is simply one of the many possible ways the USB key technology taught by Margalit can be 
applied. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Murata with Margalit in view of Yoneta to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 16. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to James A. Thompson whose telephone number is (571)272-7441. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 8:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Edward L. Coles can be reached on 571-272-7402. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer 
Service Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR 
CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/James A Thompson/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2625 

29 March 2009 



